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| To the REVEREND 


Mr. CALEB EVAN S. 
81H 

AD I no more to obje& to the 

ſentiments defended, than the 

temper diſcovered, in your let- 

8 ter to the Rev. Mr. Caleb Evans, I ſhould 

0 have made no animadverſions on it. For 


there appears in it but little, if any, of 
that acrimonious ſpirit which is frequently 
mixed with controverſy, and makes it ra- 
ther the means of confirming perſons in 
1, | their 


: - Lo 


— 
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[ ; their different opinions and increaſing 
l their prejudices, than convincing them of 

f the truth and converting them to it. If 

| li therefore I imitate you in guarding againſt 
= an unſuitable temper, and attend princi- 
| pally to the evidence of truth, as it appears 


to me in the ſcriptures, you will read a reply- 
to what you have written without imput- 
ing it to any other motive, than a deſire of 


we 


|: 

- | inveſtigating the truth and propagating it. 
þ Your firſt obſervation, Sir, which con- © 
|; tains in it an inſinuation not the moſt can- 3 
0 did, might I think have as well been ſpar- 
[7 ed, eſpegially as you have not thought pro- 
Py per to put your name to your own publica- | 
[4 tion. For whether Mr. E—s is a young 1 
8 or an old gentleman, and whether his fa- k 
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thers lumbering over their flocks was what 
animated his zeal, or whether he was 
prompted to what he did by thoſe very fa- 
thers, is to the public very immaterial. 4 
And it 1s equally as trivial whether you are 
young or old, and by what circumſtances 
3 you were led to make a reply ta him. 
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Your next obſervation, if juſtly founded, 
15 


4 


* 


1 

is of more conſequence. Vou think Mr. 
E—s has diſcovered an unchriſtian ſpirit 
in ſome expreſſions in the begining of the 
firſt ſermon ; in which he repreſents thoſe 
who deny the Deity of CHRIST, as “in- 
t ſulting the dignity of their Saviour, 
„ wounding and trampling under foot his 
© honor and glory, &c.” Now, Sir, if 
you ſuppoſe that this gentleman is fully 
perſuaded in his own mind of the truth of 
the doctrine for which he contends, and 
that he alſo conſiders it as very important 
in our holy religion, you muſt then think 
he looks on the oppoſition made to it as in- 
jurious to the honor of his redeemer ; 
which ſurely he may declare without a de- 
ſign of exciting an unchriſtian ſpirit in the 
breaſts of any. And if CHRISH is more 
than a creature, then certainly they who de- 
ny his true and proper Deity muſt, on this 
ſuppoſition, be guilty of degrading him in a 
manner, which cannot but be offenſive to 
thoſe who cordially believe in him, as their 
LoRD and their Gop. Were you there- 
fore to ſuppoſe yourſelf in the place of Mr. 
E—s, and eſpecially if you knew with 
what unbecoming levity many here have 

ſpoken 


( 
ſpoken of the Deityof CuRIST, ſome of his 


expreſſions, ſo exceptionable to you now, 


would, I am inclined to think, appear in a 


more favourable light. * 


— 


As to what you ſay of ſome who, diveſt- 
ing themſelves of the prejudices of educa- 
tion, have entertained ſentiments different 
from what they were firſt inſtructed in; 
they are to be applauded for being ingenu- 
ous; while, if they are miſtaken, they are 
to be pitied. Nor is it, in my opinion, any 


impeachment of their integrity to ſuppoſe 


them to be in an error. For men may be 
honeſt in their intentions, while they are er- 
roneous in their judgment; and if their 
notions are thought to detract from the 
honor of our Saviour, ſurely their ſenti- 
ments may be oppoſed without any preju- 
dice againſt their perſons. And charity 
would impute what Mr. E—s has ſaid 
againſt their ſentiments, not to any diſaf- 
fection to their perſons, but an honeſt zeal 
for the glory of our Redeemer. 


Vou fay «© Why all this ſeverity againſt 
your chriſtian brethren? Have they denied 
| r 


Sf 


1 93 
the divinity or any of the offices of the Son 
or Spirt of Gop?” If by divinity you mean 
| what Mr. E—s does by the Deity of the 
Son and Spirit, he may anſwer in the af- 
firmative. For the very book againſt which 
he writes, is an attempt to diſſuade us from 
giving them the honors of deity ; and you 
yourſelf write in defence of the fame ſenti- 
ments, Nor is the conſequence of our dif- 
ferent opinions on this ſubject confined, as 
you intimate, to different ideas of the efence 
and unity of the Son and Spirit with the 


Father; but extends, in the opinion of 
thoſe who plead for their Deity, to other 


important doctrines of the goſpel. Such 
as the doctrine of our juſtification by the 
merits of CHRIST; and the neceſſity of the 
influences of the Holy Spirit to renew and 


* the ſoul. 


But to come) to your objections to ſome 
things which are advanced by Mr. E—s as 
articles of faith. There appears to you an 
inconſiſtency in the firſt conceſſion he makes, 
p- 6. © That the Divinity of CHRIST is in- 

juriouſly repreſented when it is ſuppoſed to 
interfere with the ſupreme worſhip of the 
B „ Fan” 
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( 10.) 


Father.“ The ideas of ſupremacy and e- 
quality are undoubtedly different ; nor does 


it appear to me that Mr. E—s has con- 


founded them together. For by ſaying the 
Divinity of CuRIS r is injuriouſſy repre- 
ſented when it is ſuppoſed to interfere with 


the ſupreme worſhip of the Father, he in- 
timates that ſuch different ideas, as you ſay 


he confounds, are not to be blended toge- 


ther. For if the Son be really, as to his 
nature and eſſence, one with the Father, 
then his divinity is injuriouſly repreſented, 
if it is ſuppoſed to detract from the honor of 
the Father. But Mr. Es thinks the Son as 


one with the Father has a right to religious 


worſhip, which is ſupreme compared with 
what is paid to creatures; and thinks, very 
juſtly, that this does not detract from the 
glory of the Father, as the author of the 
pamphlet on which he Pie Sa e on 
to intimate in the title of it. 


Vou ſay, p. 7. that the honor of the Son 
is built on a different foundation from that 
on which Mr. E—s places it. To prove 


which you refer to John v. 22, 23. Phil. 


TH 9. * Rev. v. 12. Heb. ii. 9. But 
ö what 


E 


e ar b 
1 g A oe SS a En IDF. A 
ne IC / Ge ON 
n F - SE 

l — 2 of : Cl 4 * 

4 n 3 D 8 * 2. 
5 5 at , 
7 + # . 


„ 
DIE is IE in theſe texts proves no more 
than what is granted by thoſe who contend 


for the Deity of CHRIST, for they don't 


deny that conſidered in the office of medi- 
ator he is exalted and honoured as the re- 
ward of his obedience. Nevertheleſs it will 
appear that this is not the only ground on 
which the honor of our LoxD is raiſed, if 
we attend to what is ſaid of him in ſeveral 
places in the holy ſcriptures. We read in 
Exod, iii. of an appearance to Moſes when 
he was tending the flock of Jethro his fa- 
ther in law in the wilderneſs. He was 
ſurprized with the ſpectacle of a buſh on 
fire and yet not conſumed j on turning to 
go and examine into this wonderful fight he 
was forbid to approach, andas a token of re- 
verence, ordered to pull eff his ſhoes from 


his feet, for it ſeems he' was in the pre- 


ſence of Jehovah. This Perſon was not 
Gov the Father, who as you fay is inviſi- 
ble, but is called an angel, and yet not a 
created angel, for he declared himſelf to be 


Jehovah the Gon of Abraham, of Iſaac, 


and of Jacob. 'This, Sir, appears to be 
the angel who delivered the Ifraclites from 
their ſervitude in Egypt, attended them in 
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( 12 ) 
the wilderneſs, and conducted them to 
the promiſed land. He who in the ful- 


neſs of time became incarnate frequently 
appeared, under a former diſpenſation in 


the character of an angel. Thus he ap- 
peared to Gideon, to Manoah and others. 
But the evidence of the Deity of CHRIST 
does not reſt here, for we read in Iſai. viii. 
13. 14. Sancti the LoRD of Hoſts Him- 
felf (in theoriginal, Jehovah of Hoſts Him- 
ſelf) and let Him be your fear, and let Him 
be your dread ; and He ſhall be for a fanc- 
tuary; but for a STONE OF STUMBLING 
and ROCK OF OFFENCE. This is evidently 
a prophecy of CHRIST, and referred to in 
the new teſtament, where we read 1 Pet, 
11. 7, 8. The ſtone which the builders diſ- 
allowed the ſame is made the head of the 
corner, and a STONE OF STUMBLING and 
ROCK OF OFFENCE. And if our redeemer 
is the Loxp of Hoſts, then certainly he 
muſt have a right to religious worſhip as 
one with the Father ; and Mr. E—s may be 
juſtified in maintaining it. We alſo read in 
Heb. 1. 6. Let all the angels of GoD wor- 
ſhip Him. This is a quotation from Pſal. 


xcvii. 7. Worſhip him all ye gods. This 
| . great 
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„ 
great LoRD therefore who 1s exalted above 
all gods, who is covered with clouds and 
darkneſs, whoſe throne is eſtabliſhed in 
righteouſneſs, who burneth up his enemies 
with fire, by whoſe preſence the hills are 
melted like wax, by whom the eafth is il- 
luminated and governed, is our redeemer, 
and to be worfhiped, not barely as a ſub- 
ordinate magiſtrate, but, as King of kings 


and LoRD of lords, who only hath immor- 


tali. 


The ſecond preliminary obſervation, 

« That the doctrine of CHRIST's true and 
proper Deity is by no means ſet in oppofi- 
tion to the unity of Gop ;” ſeems to you 
as liable to objection as the firſt : and you 
object to it John xvii. 3. That they might 
know thee the only true God ; and 1 Cor. 
viii. 6. To us there is one Gop the Father, 
&c. Repugnant to which you ſay, p. . 
is Mr. E—s's account of our Saviour's Dei- 
ty: and p. 10. that his notion of it contra- 
dicts the cleareſt principles of truth and 
reaſon, To illuſtrate which you compare 
it with the abſurd doctrine of tranſubſtan- 
tiation, 


E I Tim, vi. 15. 16. 
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( 14 5 
tiation, with what propriety I will not pre- 
tend to ſay. However, before you had 
made the compariſon, you would have done 
well to have conſidered ſoine of thoſe texts 
he brings to ſupport his notion. And if 


you could prove that the doctrine of the 
Trinity has no more foundation in ſeripture 


than that of tranſubſtantiation, Wer might 


then j join them together with a good grace. 
But it 1s evident that there is repreſented in 
ſcripture a perſonal diſtinction in the God- 


head, and that to theſe perſons there are 


aſcribed the fame perfections, the ſame ti- 
tles, and the fame works. Iſai. xlv. 11, 12. 
Thus faith the Lox D have made the earth 
and created man upon it. John i. 3. By him 
(CuR1sT) were all things made. Job xxxiii. 
4. The Spirit of Gop hath made me. Nor 


3s this repreſentation of the Godhead incon- 


ſiſtent with what, our LorD informs. us, 
John xvii. 3. For the only true God in this 
text may very well, be underſtood in oppo- 
{tion to idols, thoſe falſe gods worſhiped 
by the gentiles, to whom the goſpel was 
to be preached, ſoon after our LoxD had 
offered up the prayer, part of which are the 

ords now cited. And St. Paul, ſpeak- 


ing 


En 
ing of the ſucceſs of the goſpel in Theſſa- 
lonica ſays to the church there, 1 Theſſ. i. 
9. Ye turned to Gop from idols to ſerve the 


living and the true Gop. And in oppoſiti- 
on to the falſe deities of the gentiles the a- 


poſtle declared 1 Cor. 8. 6. But to us there 
75 one God. Which is what thoſe who 
plead for the doctrine of the Trinity can 
and do conſtantly affirm. For they beheve 
the Father Son and Spirit are but the oze 
and only true Gop. And when the Father 
is called the only true Gop the excluſive 
term is not to be extended to the Son and 


Spirit, but to falſe gods and creatures. 


It is ſomething ſtrange that you ſhould 
ſay the ſimilies brought by Mr. E—s to 
illuſtrate the doctrine of the Trinity are 
little to the purpoſe ; when you muſt ob- 
ſerve, if you attended to what. he ſays, that 
he expreſſes his diſapprobation of“ all ſi- 
milies upon ſuch a ſubject as this, becauſe 


no fimile can be ſtrictly adapted to it.” 
That of a Father and Son, is introduced, 
principally, to ſhew the fallacy of the in- 
ferences Mr. H—d draws from the princi- 


ples of the Athanafians. And the other, 


taken 
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taken from tlie body ſoul and ſpirit, is de- 
ſigned to ſhew that there is a ſenſe in which 
three may be one and one three; and 
therefore the charge of believing a con- 
tradiction brought againſt the Trinitarians 
is of no force. But theſe ſimilies are not 
brought to illuſtrate the doctrine of the 
Trinity. They may however illuſtrate the 
fallacy of your obſervation, That his no- 
tion of that doctrine © contradicts the 
cleareſt principles of truth and reaſon.” 
In anſwer to the concluſion you draw from 
the principles of the modern orthodox di- 
vines, and what if they explained them- 
ſelves they would appear to be.—They 
may reply they are not Tritheiſts, for they 
aſſert the Father Son and Spirit are the one 
Gop ; nor are they Sabellians, contrary to 
whom they maintain that the Father Son 
and Spirit are not merely different charac- 
ters, but three perſons united together and 
comprehended in the Godhead. And while 
you think their notion of this ſubject 1s un- 
intelligible and irrational, they alſo think 


that the notion of one ſupreme and two 


ſubordinate deities is polytheiſm, like what 
was maintained by the heathens ; in oppo- 
| fition 
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ſition to which the Jews of old were in- 
ſtructed in the faith of one Gop. And not- 
withſtanding what you have ſaid of wor- 
ſhip in a civil ſenſe being given to crea- 
tures, it appears to me that if we are to 
give thè ſame honor to a creature as to Gop 
the Father, Gop does, contrary to what 
he has declared, Ifai. xlii. 8: give his glo- 
ry to another. 


Y Ga think if Mr. E—s had attended to 
the ſcriptural account of the unity of the 
Father and Son he would have had ſome 
conception of it, which at preſent he has 
not. And you endeavour to prove that the 
only unity between the Father and Son is 
a unity of deſign and affectior; in ſupport 
of which you produce John xvii. 11, &c. 
wherein ſuch a union as this ! is evidently 
ſpoken of, and the union of ſaints with 
God is repreſented as being of the fame 
nature, But becauſe there is a union of 
deſign and affection between the Father 
and on, and becauſe the union of true 
chriſtians with their Gop and one another 
reſembles this union, and is of the ſame 
nature, which it unqueſtionably is; does 
8 C it 
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it hence follow that there is no other kind 
of union between the Father and Son but 
that of deſign and affection? Indeed if this 
be taken for granted all diſpute about the 
Deity of CHRIST is at an end. For all 
the arguments that are brought to prove 
the Deity of CuRrisT, are defigned to 
prove a real union of nature and eſſence 
between him and the Father, and not mere- 
ly ſuch a union as is of a moral nature. 


And it is evident to me that it is of a real 


union of nature and eſſence with the Fa- 
ther our Lorp ſpeaks in John x. 30. J 
and my Father are one. And verſe 38. The 
Father is in me and I in bim. And 1 think, 
before you had pronounced the inference 
Mr. E—s draws from this paſſage incon- 
cluſive, you ſhould have returned an 
anſwer to his reaſoning upon it in the note 
he has ſubjoined in ſupport of it. But of 
this note, tho' in it the very objections 


you make are particularly obviated, you 


have taken no notice. Permit me how- 
ever to remind you that in this diſcourſe 
of our Loxp's he was, as Mr. E—s ob- 
ſerves, evidently declaring who and what 
he was; and the phariſces to whom he 
was 


* 


6099 

was ſpeaking (and upon whom it cannot 
be thought our Lord deſigned to impoſe) 
it is certain underſtood him to claim not 
merely a figurative or moral union, but a 
real union of nature and eſſence with the 
Father. And if they were herein miſtaken 
CunrisT left them in their error, which we 
cannot ſuppoſe he would have done had he 
been no more than a creature. For when 
the people at Lyſtra took Barnabas and 
Paul for deities, and were about to offer 
facrifices to them, they were very ready to 
undeceive them; for it ſeems they no 
ſooner heard that the people were going to 
give them the honors of their imaginary 
deities than they ran in among them, 
„ crying out and ſaying, Sirs, why do ye 
theſe things? We alſo are men of like 
paſſions with you.” * And the angel which 
appeared to St. John in the iſle of Patmos 
when the apoſtle fell at his feet to worſhip 
him directly replies, SEE thou do it not! 
for I am thy fellow ſervant—worsnie 
Gop.”+ Herod ſeemed pleaſed with the 
impious flattery of the ſpeCtators of his 
dignity, when they ſhouted at the cloſe of 

C4. ma 


Act xiv, 14, 15. + Rev xix, 10. xxii. 9. 
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1 his oration “ it p the voice of a Gor and 
q not of a man.“ And as he gave not glory 
it to Gop by rejecting their flattery, Gop 
5 ſoon deprived him both of his honors and 


life. But more than a creature our LoRD 
was, and on many occaſions aſſerted bis 
claim to the prerogatives of Deity. Thus 
particularly Mark ji. 6, 7. When our Sa- 
viour ſaid to a paralytic man, Thy ins be 
forgiven thee ; ſome of the ſcribes reaſoned, 
and very gully too, Who can forgive Sins 
but Gor aity ? It is the prerogative of Gop 
to forgive ſins, and he aſſerts it, Iſai. xliii. 
25. I even I am he that blotteth out thy 
tranſgreſſions. Therefore had our Loxp 
: been no more than a creature, it is natural 
to think he would have ſaid, I claim not 
the prerogative to forgive ſins, but only as 
a miniſter declare to this man the forgive- 
neſs of his fins. But inſtead of this he 
maintained his authority and gave a proof 
of it before their eyes. { 
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You intimate, p. 13. that there are no 
titles peculiar to Deity, or higher than 
what may be given to creatures, aſcribed 
to 


- 
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> Ad. xii. 22. 
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to CHRIST. I believe neither Mr. E—s, 


nor any who with him contend for the 
Deity of CuRIisT, will deny that the title 
of LoRD and Gop is given to creatures; 
but if is obſervable, when this title is aſcri- 
bed to them, there is generally ſome dimi- 
nutive character annexed, which evidently 
diſtinguiſhes them from the true Gop. 
Idols are called Gods, but they are faid 
to be the work of mens hands.” * Magiſ- 


trates are alſo called gods in Pſalm Ixxx11. 
1. 6. But at the ſame time it is intimated 


they are ſubject to the ſupreme being and 
controlled by him : and tho' they are called 
gods, yet there is added to the title what 
tends to mortify their pride. Te ſhall die 
like men. But the titles of LoRD and Gop 
are given to CHRIST in ſuch a manner as 
they cannot be aſcribed to creatures. Pal. 
xIv. 6. Thy Yhrone O Go, is for ever 
and ever. John xx. 28, Thomas anſwered 
and ſaid unto him, My LoRD and my Gop. 


Rom. ix. v. Who is over all Gop bleſſed for 


ever. I believe; Sir, it is not common to 


ſpeak of magiſtrates and aſcribe the title of 
Go D 


Heut. iv. 28. 
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Gop to them in ſuch a manner, as we find 
it in theſe places. 

3 

You ſeem to diſapprove of the diſtinction 
of two natures in our LoRD: and you fay 
it will not avail the patrons of it in the in- 
ſtance you refer to, p. 15. You alſo think 
there is not the leaſt foundation for ſuch a 
diſtinction in ſcripture. But it is ſaid of our 
Saviour Heb. ii. 14, As the children are par- 
takers of fleſh and blood, he alſo himſelf hkewiſe 
rool part of Ge ſame. And he is called Matt. 
i. 23. Gop with us. And indeed the di- 


ſtinction of two natures in our Lox p you 


yourſelf, I ſuppoſe, will in ſome ſenſe ac- 
knowledge; for if CHRIST is a ſuperange- 


lic creature, as you ſuppoſe him to be, how 
can you form an idea of him as really man 
without a notion of two natures ? ſo that 


we cannot conſiſtently diſagree about a di- 


ſtinction of two natures, but only what 
thoſe natures are. It ſeems you cannot be- 
lieve he is perfect Gop as well as man, be- 
cauſe „it is horrible to think the bleſſed 
Gop can ever be diveſted of his original, 
eſſential, riches and glory.“ True, Sir; 
nevertheleſs it is evident that he can and 

doth 


E 


( 23 ) 

doth conceal them. Nor is it impoſſible to 
, conceive that Deity may do this by taking 
human nature into a relation toit. And fo 
it is repreſented, John i. 1. In the begin- 
ing was the word and the word was Gop, 
and ver. 14. The word was made fleſh. But, 
in your opinion, the diſtinction of two na- 
tures will not enable the patrons of it to re- 
concile with their notion of the Deity of 
CurIsT what is ſaid by him Matt. xxiv. 
36. Mark xiii. 32. Of that day (viz. of 
Judgment) knoweth no man, no not the an- 
gels in heaven, nor the Son, but the Father 
only. From what we here read it appears 
to you that the concluſion, our LoRD 1s not 
omniſcient, is unavoidable. But they who 
believe in the Deity of CHRIST think the 
_ diſtinction of two natures will avail them 
in this inſtance. For our LoRD while on 
earth, ſpeaking of himſelf, ſays, John iii. 
. The Son of man which is in heaven. And 
we read of the church of Gop, which he 
purchaſed with his own blood, Act xx. 28. 
Moreover it ſeems from what is ſaid 1 Cor: 
ii. 8. the Lok. of glory was crucified. 
And yet, I ſuppoſe, notwithſtanding all 
this you n. Sir, would perſuade us 
that 


3 


. ( 24 ) 

that our Lor.D was only on earth when he 
faid he was in heaven, and that we are not 
to imagine the ſupreme being is compound- 
ed of fleſh and blood, or think that Gop 
was ever crucified. Don't you then take 
the ſame liberty of interpreting holy ſcrip- 
ture as thoſe who aſſert that our Saviour, 
conſidered as truly Gop, was omniſcient, 
when conſidered as the Son of man and in 
the character of a prophet ſent into the 
world to reveal the will of the Father, he 
knew not the day of judgment? Nor 1s 
it more ſtrange that CHRIST ſhould be ig- 
norant of this day than that it ſhould be 
faid, as it is Luke 11. 52. Jeſus mcreaſed in 
wiſdom. But if as Gop we ſuppoſe him to 
be ignorant of the time now referred to 
& how is it that Peter confeſſes him to be 
omniſcient without receiving any rebuke 
for it, or being reminded of any particular 
exception? LORD rhou knoweft ALL 
THINGS.” * Now it will be difficult to re- 
doncile what is here ſaid by Peter to his 
Lon with what our LoRp ſaid of himſelf 
in the before- mentioned places in Matthew 
and Mark, unlefs we conſider his two na- 

| tures: 


* See Jones's Catholic Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 39. 
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3 
tures: but, admitting this diſtinction, thele 
texts with many others, in which when 


compared there ſeems to be a contradiction, 
are made very well to agree. 


You ſay, p. 18: that 1 John i: 20. This 
zs the true Goo —“ may very well be un- 
derſtood of the Father.“ But it is moſt 
natural to underſtand it of the Son. For the 
ſame perſon who is here ſaid to be the true 
God is alſo called eternal life; which epi- 
thet is characteriſtical of CHRISH＋H almoſt 
at the begining of this epiſtle; and eter- 
nal life is aſcribed to him as the author of 
it in ſeveral places in this chapter. Why 
then ſhould the pronoun he or this, inſtead 
of being referred to CHRIST the imme- 
diate antecedent; be referred to him that is 


true, and underſtood of the Father? Be= 


cauſe otherwiſe it would prove the Deity of 
CHRIST; and therefore the relative refers 
to a remote antecedent ; and the apoſtle 


tells us, what ſurely none will diſpute, he 


that is the true Gop is the true Gop. But 
ſuch a conſtruction of this paſſage appears 
to be ſo forced and unnatural, that Dr. 
Marryat might well fay, “this text may 

> 5 be 


6 
be called crux ariana the death of Aria- 
uiſm. And as Mr. Es refers to Dr. 
Whitby in ſupport of the ſenſe in which 
he underſtands the text, you ſhould me- 
thinks have anſwered his reaſoning on it 
before you determined to ſet it aſide. 


You intimate the greek word rendered 
Jam, John viii. 58. might have been bet- 
ter tranſlated I was or have been, as it is 
John xiv. 9. But tho' one tenſe be in ſome 
particular inſtances ſubſtituted for another, 
yet what particular reaſon is there for 
ſuch a change of tenſe here ? For we are 
not always to underſtand one tenſe as put 
for another. Nor 1s there any other reaſon 
for a change of tenſe here, than becauſe you 
cannot without it admit the truth of what 
our LoRD aſſerts in this paſſage. And this, 
in my opinion, is no reaſon at all. For 
whatever objections may be raiſed againſt 
our LorD's affertion—Before Abraham 
was I AM, as it is now with critical ex- 
actneſs rendered; it is evident to me that 
Cur1sT deſigned by it to expreſs his eter- 
nity or permanency of duration, in other 

words 
* Martyat's Exalted Saviour, p. 53. 


„„ 


words his true and proper Deity. And it 
is plain the Jews underſtood by what he 
ſaid to them, that he laid claim to the ho- 

nors of Deity, ſince he had no ſooner pro- 
nounced the words the evangeliſt has re- 

corded, than they took up ſtones to caſt at 
him as a blaſphemer. And Dr. Clarke * 
himſelf ſays that it cannot poſitively be 
denied, that our Loxp might hereby in- 

tend to inſinuate - that he was that viſible 
perſon who in the old teſtament appeared, 
and was called Fehovah or Tam. Tho' he 

does not think this is a proof of his Deity. 

Nor need we at all wonder at our Lok p's 

aſſertion concerning himſelf in this paſſage, 
if we conſider what we elſewhere read of a 

ſimilar nature. Thus in Rev. i. where we 

have an account of a very ſtriking and ma- 
jeſtic appearance of our LoRD to St. John, 
to whom he gives an account of himſelf 

verſe 11. Saying Tam Alpha and Omega the 
firſt and the laſt: Which titles are claimed 
by him beſides whom there is no Gop. 

Ifai. xliv. 6. Thus ſaith the LoRD the King 

D 2 of 


See Dr. Clarke's Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, 
p. 88. ; 


1 


5 of Iſrael, and his Redeemer the Lox p of 
Hoſts, I am the firſt and I am the laſt, and 
| beſides me there is no Gop. And as Alpha 
bl and Omega are appropriated to CHRIST in 
i | ſeveral places in the Revelation, beſides 
Wo what I have juſt now quoted, it is very 
it probable that what we read chap. i. verſe 
. 8. hicb is, and which was, and which is 
. : * fo come, the Almighty, belongs to him. 
| Moreover the before cited confeſſion of Pe- 
i. ter to our Saviour recorded in John xx1. 
5 17. is no inconſiderable proof of his omni- 
1 


icience; Lok p, Zhou knoweſt all things. 
And our Logp himſelf ſays, Rev. ii. 23.— 
All the churches ſhall know that I am he which 
fearcheth the reins and hearts. And this 
ſeems to be peculiar to Deity, for we read, 
1 Kings, viii. 39. Thou, even thou only 
knoweſt the hearts of all the children of men. 
Now, Sir, it appears to me, that it is much 
more againſt the cleareſt principles of truth 
and reaſon to aſcribe the perfections of 
Deity to the moſt exalted creature, than to 
believe and maintain, as the ſcripture 1 re- 


preſents it, that there are three perſons ir in 
the Godhead, 
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Suppoſe, 


60 


Suppoſe, as you intimate, p. 20. Phil. 

ii. 6. to be rightly tranſlated thus: Vo be- 

ing in the form of Gon, was not tenacious of 
his likeneſs to Gon, but emptied himſelf, &c, 

What is to be underſtood by the form of 
Go, and what by the form of a ſervant, the 
likeneſs of men, and faſhion as a man? 

Why ſhould not the form of Gop expreſs. 
the real Deity of our LoRD, ſince the form 

of a ſervant, &c. is to be underſtood of his 
being in the office of a ſervant and really 
man? You fay © he could not be equal to 
the Father, becauſe the ſupreme being 
cannot poſſibly empty himſelf of his 
perfections, glory and happineſs.” Nei- 
ther Mr. E—s, nor thoſe who with him 
believe in the Deity of our redeemer can 
ſuppoſe that Gop may be deveſted of any of 
his perfections or deprived of his ey: 

What he was he is, and what he is he al- 
ways will be. Nevertheleſs he may con- 
ceal his glory and, to ſpeak after the man- 
ner of men, cdndeſcend to dwell with men 


on earth. I would here beg leave to bor- 
row the words of a celebrated writer on 
the text now referred to. When our 
LoRD is ſaid to have made himſelf of no re- 


putation 


„„ 
putation, or to have emptied himſelf, 
which ſignifies much the ſame, we are not 
to ſuppoſe that he loſt any thing which he 
had before; or that he ceaſed to be in the 
form of Gop, by taking on him the form g 
of man. No: he had the ſame eſſential 
glory, the ſame real dignity which he ever 
had, but among men concealed it; appear- 
ed not in majeſty and glory like to Gop, 
5 but deveſted himſelf of every dazling 
appearance, and every outward mark of 
majeſty and greatneſs, condeſcending to 
appear, and act, and converſe as a man, 
like to us in all things, ſin only excepted. 


In this ſenſe it is that our Lok D emptied 
| himſelf. He came not with any pomp and 


oſtentation of greatneſs, he laid aſide his 
godlike majeſty, and diſrobed himſelf, as 
it were, of all outward glories, becoming a 
man, a miſerable man, and in that nature, 


ſuffering, bleeding, and dying for us.”* 
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. Heb. i. 3. Who being the brightneſs of his 
glory and the expreſs image of his perſon, Sc. 
will, you ſay, be thought a proof of the 
contrary to that in ſupport of which Mr. 
7 E—s 
® See Dr. Waterland's ſermons, p. 168. 169. 
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E—s produces it, till“ the imagine or re- 
preſentation of any thing and the thing it- 
ſelf are the ſame.” But who aſſerts that 
the image of the Father is the perſon of 
the Father? It is indeed thought, not on- 
ly by Mr. E—s but many others, that he 
who is ſaid to be the brightneſs of the Fa- 
ther's glory and the expreſs image of his 
perſon, and to uphold all things by the. 
word of his power, 1s of the ſame nature 
with the Father, and not inferior to him; 
which theſe expreſſions concerning him 


ſeem fully to imply. 


If Mr. E—s appears as a triumphant 
conqueror in what he ſays on Col. ii. . 
you appear like one who has interpoſed to 
ſtop him in his proceſſion, and ſnatch the 
laurel from his hand. But by what autho- 
rity let the impartial judge. For in Eph.. 
iii. 19. to which you refer, All the Fulneſs 
of God, is without diſpute to be under- 
ſtood of the bleſſings the church receives 
from Gop.— But we are not therefore to 
conclude what is ſaid in Col. ii. 9. is not ex- 
preſſive of the Deity of CHRIS. For you 
will obſerve in the preceding verſe the a- 

poſtle 
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poſtle cautioned the Coloſſians againſt be- 


ing led into errors by philoſophy and vain 
deceit. Beware, ſays he, let any man 


ſpoil you through philoſophy and vain deceit, 
After the tradition of men, after the rudiments 


of the world and not after CHRIS H: FOR 
in HIM dwelleth all the fulneſs of the God- 
head bodily. Where it is evident the apoſtle 
aſſerts ſomething concerning the Perſon of 
CHRIST in oppoſition to thoſe errors, 
which had been introduced thro' philoſo- 
phy and vain deceit. If therefore we at- 
tend to the context of Col. ii. 9. and Eph: 
iii. 19. we ſhall ſee that very different ideas 
are contained in them. The former is an 
aſſertion of the glory of CHRISH and what 
is in him. The latter is a prayer that the 
Epheſians might be richly filled with the 
bleſſings of grace from Gop. And there- 
fore, as theſe texts are not parallel, there! 
is no propriety in your applying Mr. E—s's 


reaſoning on one to the other. 


You think, p. 22. what we vread in John 
xvi. 13. When he the ſpirit of truth is come, 
Sc. aſſerts the perſonality, and as clearly 
teaches the inferiority of the Holy Spirit 

to 


+ iy 9 

to the Father.” And againſt this argu- 
ment you ſay the diſtinction of two natures 
cannot be pleaded, as it 1s againſt thoſe 
brought to prove the inferiority of CHRIS 
to the Father. But you will pleaſe to re- 


member that the Trinitarians think the Son 


and Spirit too; tho' not in their eſſence and 
glory, yet in the office they execute in the 
cxconomy of ſalvation, are inferior to the 
Father: And hence we read of the Spirit 
as ſent by the Father, and in the text you 
have quoted, inſtructions given him; which 


is ſpoken after the manner of men, and not | 


inconſiſtent with the perfections of Neity, 
fince Gop is ſometimes ' repreſented as 


knowing things by enquiry and W 
into them. 


ee ee 1 

It appears to you, p. 23. that Mr. E—s 
has miſtaken the meaning of Acts v. 4. 
Thou haſt not lied unto inen but unto Gop. 
But tho' what you have advanced to prove 
that he has. miſtaken an inference of his 
own, for an expreſs aſſertion of ſcripture, 
may at firſt fight ſeem plauſible, yet, if ex- 
amined, will appear to be deficient. It is 
granted chat if perſons inſult a judge, they 

E offer 


} 
1 
| 
| 
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offer indignity to him by whom he is in- 
veſted with the office. They alſo who de- 
ſpiſe the miniſters of the goſpel and the 
meſſage they bring, deſpiſe him who ſends 


them. But if your ideas of this text are 


right, it would have been moregatural for 
Peter to have ſaid, Thou haſt not lied to 
the Holy Ghoſt but unto Gop; or thou haſt 
not lied to the apoſtles and the Holy Ghoſt, 
but unto Gop. The Hol-Ghoſt and the a- 
poſtles are oppoſed to each other in the text; 


and in this light the ſenſe is plain. For as 


A nanias attempted to deceive Peter when he 
was under the immediate inſpiration of the 
Holy Ghoſt, he lied not only unto Peter, 


but unto that Spirit by whom he was in- 


ſpired; and that Spirit being Gop, he is 
therefore ſaid to lye unto Gop. This ap- 
pears to be the moſt natural ſenſe of the 
text; and what we read verſe 9. ſeems to 
favour it. For Ananias and Sapphira are 
ſaid to tempt the Spirit, which was by ly- 
ing unto him. And you will pleaſe to re- 
member that in this ſenſe Mr. Bulkely un- 
derſtands the paſſage, tho' a profeſs'd Ari- 
an, acknowledging that by the Holy Spirit 
we are to underſtand the Sovereign Deity. 


You 
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You have acknowledged the perſonality 
of the Holy Spirit. And I ſhall object no- 
thing to the light in which you view 1 Cor. 
11. 10, 11. But I might produce ſeveral 
paſſages of ſcripture where the perfections 
of Deity are aſcribed to him. As for in- 
ſtance Acts xxviii. 25, 26.— Well ſpake the 
Holy Ghojt by Eſaias the prophet unto our fa- 
bers, ſaying, Go unto this people and ſay, 
Bearing ye ſhall hear, Sc. This is a quota- 
tion from Iſai. vi. 9. And if we attend to 
the context we ſhall ſee that he, whom the 


apoſtle calls the Holy Ghoſt, is deſcribed as 


the LoxD ſitting on a lofty throne, attend- 
ed with ſeraphims who covered their faces 
in his preſence, and cried one to another 
and ſaid Holy Holy Holy is the Lorp 
of Hoſts.” This is the LoR D whoſe voice 


the prophet heard, and who ſaid to him, | 


Go and tell this people, &c. But as a plain 
proof from the new teſtament of prayer ad- 
dreſſed to the Spirit is not what I reſt the 


argument on, and in your opinion would 


not prove his Deity, I ſhall not give my- 
ſelf any trouble to ſeek for it. It is not 
however, in my opinion, to be concluded 
that the Holy Spirit is not truly Gop, if 
5 8 there 


= 
E Eu 
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there is no direct proof of an immediate ad: 
dreſs to him in prayer; ſince in general our 
prayers are addreſſed to the Father thro' 
the Son and by the aſſiſtance of the Spirit 
who, in the office he executes in the 
ſcheme of ſalvation, 1s repreſented as mak- 
ing interceſſion for good men by aſſiſting 
them in the duty of prayer. But that the - 
Son and Spirit, tho' diſtin in perſon and 
inferior, as to the offices they execute, to 
the Father, yet are one with him as to na- 
ture and eſſence Mr. E—s has, I think, 
fully proved ; and you have not by any 
thing you have advanced proved the con- 
trary. 


The form of baptiſm does not, in your 
opinion, p. 26. prove the Holy Ghoſt to 
be equal with the Father. And this ap- 
pears to you manifeſt from what is ſaid of 
the Iſraelites 1 Cor. x. 2. And were all bap- 
tized unto Moſes. But the apoſtle does not 
in this text ſpeak of baptiſm as an ordinance 

in the church; he only relates a circum- 
tance which happened to the Iſraelites in 
their paſſage thro' the red fea. As to the 
ſenſe in which we are to underſtand bap- 
tiſm 


1 


tiim and baptized unto Moſes, there are va- 
rious opinions on it, with which you, Sir, 


no doubt are acquainted; but none that I 


have met with conſider it in the ſame light 
as chriſtian baptiſm is repreſented. Nor 
can it, I think, be urged as parallel with it. 
For were the Iſraelites baptized in the name 
of Jehovah and Moſes — Moſes being joined 
with Jehovah in the ſame rite? No: for in 
this caſe there was no religious rite at all, 
but only a circumſtance alluded to, as hint- 
ed before, that happened to the Iſraelites 
in their journey from Egypt to the wilder- 
neſs. But chriſtian baptiſm is a ſolemn, 
religious, inſtitution, in which thoſe who 
ſubmit to it are ſolemnly dedicated to the 
Father Son and Holy Ghoſt. And Mr. 
E- s's argument, taken from the form of 
baptiſm, is grounded principally on the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt being joined together with 
the Father, and our being therefore equal- 
ly devoted to each of theſe ſacred perſons 
in and by one and the ſame rite. Nor does 
what you advance, take it in what light 
you will, invalidate his argument. For 
if the Son and Spirit be mere creatures, as 
you ſuppoſe they are, ſurely they would 

not 
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not have been join'd in the ſame religious 
act of worſhip with the creator; nor ſhould 


we have been equally devoted to one as the 
other. 


Upon a review of what you have ſaid, 
granting your inferences to be juſt, it is 
indeed difficult to prove the Deity of the 
ſon and ſpirit. The titles of LoxD and 
Gop will not prove it, becauſe men are 
called gods. Nor worſhip, becauſe magi- 
ſtrates are honoured. Nor union with the 
Father, becauſe believers are united to Gop. 
Nor the name Jehovah, becauſe he who con- 
ducted the Iſraelites is ſo called. Nor the 
form of baptiſm, becauſe the Iſraelites as 
they paſſed thro the red ſea are faid to be 
baptized unto Moſes. Will not theſe con- 
cluſions prove too much? And may it not 
then be aſked how ſhall we from ſcripture 
prove the Deity of the father ? For I be- 
lieve the ſame arguments, which can be 
brought from ſcripture to prove the Deity 
of the Father, may be urged in proof of 
the Deity of the Son and Spirit. And 
therefore it is natural to conclude they are 
one in nature and eſſence with the Father. 

You 


( 39 ) 


You ſay it would give you pleaſure to 
be the means of bringing back Mr. E—s 
into that moderate and practical way of 
preaching on which he entered, when he 
firſt appeared as a miniſter. But, how do 
you know that he has departed from it ? 
Is his having preached and printed the 
ſermons on which you animadvert any 
proof of it? There is, I think, in the in- 
troduction to them a ſufficient apology for 
preaching on the ſubject : and what indu- 
ced him afterwards to print he informs 
you in the preface. For my part, I think 
with you that a controverſial way of preach- 
ing is far from being the moſt edifying, 
and Mr. E—s himſelf has intimated the 
ſame. But for this reaſon are miniſters to 
be filent while they think the minds of 
men are in danger of being corrupted with 
falſe notions, by thoſe who introduce con- 
troverſies? Pray who begun this contro- 
verſy here? Not the Trinitarians, but the 
Arians. And they it ſeems may preach 
and publiſh on controverſy without any 
violation of chriſtian charity. But it is 
interfering with the harmony of chriſtian 
ſocieties for any of different ſentiments to 
make 
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make a reply. This, Sir, does not ſeem 


quite ſo conſiſtent with that ſpirit of mode- 
ration and candor for which ſome : plead;” 
and of which they ſhould fet an example. 
But I will not add any thing more, leſt 1 
ſhould ſeem to be guilty of that which I 
condemn in others, and diſcover a temper 
againſt which I determined to gnard when 
F began to write. And thetefore wiſhing 
we may be guided by the Holy Spirit into 
all truth, 1 brite myſelf, 


Your bumble Servant, 


J. N. 
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